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WHETHER IT BE DESIRABLE that the man who fills 
the laborious and responsible position of Attorney- 
General should at the same time accept the Recordership 
of Bristol we do not propose to discuss, Such a combi- 
nation of offices must strike everyone at the first glance as 
a little incongruous, to say the least of it, and to many 
it will seem odd that the Recordership of Bristol should 
stand on a different footing in this respect from all other 
recorderships. This latter pofnt is, however, soon ex- 
plained. 











Recorderships are generally of two classes; | 








either the duties of the office are very heavy and the | . 
| expressed his willingness, in deference to the wish of 


salary proportionately large, as in the case of London 


and Liverpool; or the work is light and the salary light | 
also. The Recorder of Bristol is in the pleasant position | 


of having “ little todo and plenty to get.” Hence the 
attraction which the office has had for Attorney- 
Generals. As to the propriety of an Attorney-General 
accepting such a post, much must depend on circum- 
stances. One man may be able to get through more 
work than another; one man may have a larger 
private practice to attend to than another. We 
have ourselves a strong prejudice against pluralists, 


tached to the office is not needlessly large. But, at any 
rate, Sir Robert Collier made up his mind to accept the 
recordership of Bristol upon its lately falling vacant. 
There were eminent precedents in favour of the course 
he took, and we do not blame him for taking it. We 
are bound to assume at any rate that before acting he 
fully weighed all the circumstances of the case, and 
arrived at the deliberate conclusion that the two offices 
were such as he might properly and usefully combine. 

But about the mode in which the Attorney-General 
has resigned the office there can hardly be two opinions. 
Having to offer himself for re-election for the borough of 
Plymouth, in consequence of his acceptance of the re- 
cordership, he found out that some of his constituents, 
for reasons which it is easier to understand than logically 
to justify, objected to his having taken the office; and 
he thereupon condescended to be re-elected on the terms 
that he should resign the office. We do not remember 
another instance of a public man submitting to such 
humiliation at the hands of his constituents as the 
Attorney-General has done in this instance. It is un- 
fortunate that the example should have been set by the 
first law officer of the Crown. There have been many 
among Sir Robert Collier’s predecessors in office, and we 
trust there will be many among his successors, who would 
rather lose their seat ten times over than swallow the 
leek in this fashion. 

One result of the incident may we think safely be 
predicted, that no Attorney-General will for the future 
Pm the recordership of Bristol. And so much the 

tter, 


| 


| 
| 
| 
and the question will occur to most minds whether, if | 
the duties of the recordership be so light that one of | 
the hardest-worked officials in England can efficiently 
discharge them in his spare hours, the large salary at- 





THE JOINT Stock CoMPANIES ARRANGEMENT ACT 
which we discussed on the second reading (ante p. 707), 
is now law. It received a siight amendment in com- 
mittee. The Act applies only to compromises between 
a company in liquidation and its ereditors, or any class 
of its creditors, The bill, as introduced, applied also to 
compromises between a company in liquidation and its 
shareholders, or any class of its shareholders. Two 
things are noticeable in the Act—first, it applies to 
voluntary windings up as well as to windings up by or 
under the supervision of the Court; secondly, a com- 
promise under the Act binds not the liquidators and con-: 
tributories of the company, but only those creditors 
between whom and the company the compromise is made. 
Therefore if a compromise proposed between a company 
and its specialty creditors, and assented to by three- 
fourths of such creditors in the statutable manner, is 
san ctioned by the Court, it will bind all the specialty 
credito rs of the company, but not the simple contract 
creditors. 





WE ARE INFORMED that on Tuesday an application 
was made to Mr. Justice Byles, at his private residence, 
3, Princes-gardens, by Mr. Rodwell, Q.C. (Mr. F. A. 
Knight with him), to strike out certain paragraphs from 
the Norwich Election Petition, upon the ground that, 
if allowed to remain, they would subject Mr. Tillett, the 
sitting member, to be again harassed for an offence, of 
which Mr. Baron Martin, in 1868, reported that he be- 
lieved Mr. Tillett innocent. Mr. Griffits appeared for 
the petitioner. His Lordship reserved his judgment, but 


Mr. O’Malley, to postpone the inquiry from the 6th to 
the 13th of September. ‘ 





A LARGE SECTION OF THE PUBLIC will possibly have 
conceived the notion that, during what is known as the 
Long Vacation, all legal busines is arrested. A glance, 
however, at the law notices of yesterday will at once 
disabuse the mind of any such idea. In the chambers 
of the vacation judge, Vice-Chancellor Bacon, there were 
no less than eighty-five summonses before the chief 
clerks ; and when it is borne in mind that, upon each, 
at least two solicitors, or their representatives appear, it 
will at once be apprehended that to those who have to 
adjudicate upon vacation business, their appointments are 
no sinecure. 





WE PRINT THIS WEEK a report of a case in the 
Lambeth County Court, which will be read, we think, 
with some surprise. The action was for money lent, the 
loan being evidenced by an I.0.U. ‘The plaintiff swore 
that the defendant had signed the J.0.U. The defen- 
dant swore not only that he had not signed it, but that 
he could not write. The question was, which spoke the 
truth, and which was committing perjury. Now surely 
if ever there was a case which ought to be sifted to the 
bottom this was it. Accordingly an adjournment for the 
production of further evidence was asked for on one side, 
and assented to on the other. But the learned gentle- 
man who satas deputy for the judge refused the adjourn- 
ment, and decided on the spot for the plaintiff, on the 
ground that if the plaintiff were not speaking the truth 
he must have been guilty of forgery as well as perjury, 
and “it was morereasonable to believe that the defendant 
had committed one crime than that the plaintiff had 
committed two.” Any judge who thus treats crime 
with levity, and deals with perjury and forgery as matters 
not worthy of serious investigation, does what in him 
lies to lower the character and credit of his court, and 
demoralise those who have recourse to it. 





Viscount Monck, G.C.M.G., the Right Hon. G. A. 
Hamilton, and Mr. W. R. Le Fanu, C.E., have been ap- 
pointed her Majesty’s Commissioners to inquire into and 
report upon the total amount of the sums received by 
the Honourable Society of King’s-inns, Dublin, upon the 
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admission of attorneys and solicitors as deposits for 
chambers, and in what manner the same or any part 
thereof has been applied or disposed of, and whether 
any (and what) portion of the amount remains unappro- 
priated to the purposes for which it was received, and 
whether the Incorporated Society of Attorneys and Soli- 
citors of Ireland are in possession of suitable buildings 
for the accommodation of that branch of the profession 
of which they are the governing body. 





THE DECISION IN THE MORDAUNT CASE. 


We have already several times briefly noticed this 
case (ante 349, 525, and 622) and we now propose to 
examine the grounds of the decision of the full court. 
The suit was for a dissolution of marriage on the ground 
of the respondent’s adultery. After the commencement 
of the suit it was alleged that the respondent was insane 
on the day on which the citation in the case was served 
upon her. The respondent’s father was appointed her 
guardian ad litem for the purpose of establishing the 

leged insanity. A jury found that the respondent was 
insane when the citation was served upon her; and it was 
admitted that at the time of these proceedings she was 
insane. No question was raised as to the state of her 
mind previous to the service of the citation. Lord Pen- 
zance then made an order that “no further proceedings 
in the suit should be taken until the respondent should 
recover her mental capacity.” The petitioner appealed 
against this order. It was admitted that there was only 
one case (Bawden v. Banden, 10 W. R. 292) precisely 





in point, and also that this case directly supported the | 
orier of Lord Penzance as it decided that a suit for dis- | 
solution of marriage could not be prosecuted against a | 


lunatic respondent. 


It has, however, been held that a | 


lunatic can sue for nullity of marriage (Zarl of Ports- | 


mouth v. Countess of Portsmouth, 1 Hagg. Ecc. 356, 


Hancock v. Peaty, 15 W. R. 719), or for a divorce a | 


mensd et thoro (Parnell v. Parnell, 2 Hagg. Const. 169) 


or for a judicial separation under 20 & 21 Vict. c. 85 ! 


(Woodgate v. Taylor, 30L. J. P. M.& D. 197). A minor | 
can sue for a divorce a mens et thoro(Barhamv. Barham, ' 
1 Hagg. Const. 5, and Morgan v. Morgan, 2 Const. 679), | 
acd @ minor can be made a respondent in such a suit 


(Beauruine v. Beauraine, 1 Hogg. Const. 498). 
American case (Mansfield v. Mansfield, 13 Mass, 412) it 
had been held that a suit for a divorce a vinculo may be 
maintained againsta lunatichusbard. These authorities 
were all cited in the arguments in Vordaunt vy. Mordaunt. 


The Court, consisting of Kelly, C.B., Lord Penzance, | 
| ciple by which lunatics are excluded from legal pro- 


and Keating, J., delivered separate judgments. 


Keating, J., was of opinion that the lunacy of the re- | 
spondent was a bar to the suit, and that the order should be | 


afirmed—(1) on the analogy of criminal suits; (2) on the 
consiraction of the Divorce Act, 20 & 21 Vict. c, 85. He 
saye:—* The nature of the offence charged seems to me 
to distinguish the proceedings in divorce essentially 
from thoze of a merely civil character. 


ties accused.” As, therefore, a criminal who becomes 
insane after the commission of a crime cannot be tried, 
Keating, J., thought that a wife who became insane 
after having committed adultery ought not to be 
divorced. The second ground of the judgment of 


Keating, J., depended upon a clove examination of 20 & | 


21 Vict. ¢. 85. A husband is prima facie entitled to a 
divorce if his wife commits adultery, but the Court is not 
bound to grant @ decree if the petitioner has been ac- 
comvory to the adaltery, or has condoned it, or is in col- 
lnsion with the respondent, or has himself committed 
adu.tery, or hae been guily of unreasonable delay, 
cruelty, desertion, or wilful neglect conducing to the 
adultery. After noticing the sections of the statute con- 
taining the above provisions. Keating. J., goes ons — It 


The proceeding | 
for a divorce for cause of adultery, although not strictly | 
a criminal proceeding, is at least a proceeding quasi in | 
penam, and ought to afford similar protection to the par- | 





sppears to Ine to be impossibie Ww apply these provisions 


In an | 


of the statute in the manner contemplated by the Legis, 
lature when one of the parties is insane. The Conr} 
cannot pronounce a decree of divorce unless sati 
after inquiry, which it is bound to make, that none of 
the statutable impediments exist. Yet the existence of 
these impediments, or of most of them, is peculiarly ang 
often exclusively within the knowledge of the parties 
themselves.” He then notices Woodgate v. Taylor, ang 
suggests that there may be a distinction between a suit 
for divorce and for judicial separation, or that even a 
judicial separation could not be obtained against g 
lunatic, The judgment concludes with a somewhat sin. 
gular sentence, which seems to invite a repetition of that 
old scandal of the law, private legislation. “The facts 
of this case are not before us, but should it, upon those 
facts, in consequence of any peculiarhardship, be deemed 
one fit for legislation, of course there is nothing to pre. 
vent it.” 

Lord Penzance ayreed with Keating, J., and based 
his judgment-on the wording of 20 & 21 Vict. c. 85, in 
much the same way as Keating, J., did. Lord Penzance, 
however, before examining the statute, throws outa 
suggestion that a divorce is not in any case a matter of 
right, but should be regarded rather in the light of a 
special favour. “It appears to me that the new reme- 
dies under 20 & 21 Vict. c. 85, like those of a more 
limited character accorded by the ecclesiastical Courts, 
were granted, if I may use the expression, rather ea 
gratia than ex debito justitie”’ The statute there. 
fore did not intend to affirm that adultery of the 
wife at once conferred upon the husband an immediate 
though defeasible right to have his contract of marriage 
dissolved. He then goes on to show that there is no 
mention of lunatics in the Act. “Iask myself the 
broad question whether, looking at the substance rather 
than the form of these remedies, they were intended for 
lunatic petitioners as well as lunatic respondents, for 
there is no distinction made in the Act, the words 


' throughout are quite general, and there is no middle 


ground between the two opposite opinions that these 
words include lunatics or exclude them altogether.” 
Lord Penzance does not mention the case of judicial 
separation, nor does he or Keating, J., discuss the au- 
thorities which had been cited in argument. 

Kelly, C.B., thought that the order could not be sus- 
tained. He first examines the authorities, which we need 
not notice again, as we have already etated the point de- 
cided by each case. He then argues that, as the statute 
uses words which would include lunatics, the Court has no 
authority to exclude them, as there is no general prin- 


ceedings, and points out that the statute requires that, 
on proof of adultery of wife, except in specified cases, the 
Court .“shall pronounce the decree;’’ therefore that 
a petitioner has a right to such decree, which cannot be 
regarded as a mere favour. Lastly, Kelly, C.B., expresses 
a strong opinion that “there is no analogy whatever in 
a suit of this nature to an indictment for an offence 
against the criminal law; indeed, in every act, step, and 
stage of the cause the analogy to a civil suit is perfect, 
while to an indictment for a criminal offence it altogether 
fails,” 

The judgment also touched upon the question as to the 
rights of the co-respondents in the suit. 

On perusal of these judgments we think mosb persons 
will agree that that of Kelly, O.B., is the most convincing. 
The Divorce Act (20 & 21 Vict, c. 85) contains no men- 
tion of Junatics, but uses words which in their ordinary 
signification would include lunatics, Lunatics are not 
generally exempt from legal proceedings, Lord Penzance: 
admits all this, and says, in effect, * nevertheless I hold 
that the Act does not include lunatics,” Keating, J., is 
more logical in form than Lord Penzance, for he firat 
strives to show that a respondent in a suit for divorce is 
in the position of a person indicted for a crime, and then 
he claims from the respondent the protection given by 
the criminal law, In reality, however, there is no analogy 
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petween suits for divorce and criminal proceedings. The 
imary object of criminal proceedings is the punishment 
of the criminal. No doubt the old books give as a reason 
for not proceeding criminally against a lunatic-that he 
cannot defend himself (4 Bla. Com. 24, 1 Hall P. C. 34). 
There is, however, a much stronger reason for this rule, 
yiz., that if the offence were proved in the most conclu- 
sive way to have been committed under circumstances 
that would not admit of any possible legal defence, the 
isoner could not be punished, because to punish a lunatic 
«can be no example to others’ (Coke 3 Inst. 6), which is 
the ultimate object of all punishment inflicted by criminal 
law. If lunatics were punished in the same way as sane 
ms, there is no reason why they should not be tried 
after the appointment of a committee or other persons to 
defend their interests. A trial is, however, of no use as 
they are not to be punished. This consideration, in 
addition to those stated by Kelly, C.B.,shows conclusively 
that the reasons which forbid the trial of a lunatic 
accused of a crime, do not apply in a suit for divorce 
against a lunatic respondent. The object of a suit for a 
divorce being the relief of the petitioner, not any 
punishment of the respondent. This being so, there is 


20 & 21 Vict, c. 85, and it is contrary to all rules of con- 


struction to hold that they are excluded merely because | 
the Court thinks that it would be better that the statute | 


should not apply tothem. Yet this is the effect of the 


thus holding they have acted as legislators rather than 


of the majority of the Court appears to apply to all suits 
under the statute, and indeed, Lord Penzance almost says 
soinso many words. If so, lunatics cannot be peti- 
tioners or respondents in suits for judicial separation or 
for nullity of marriage any more than in suits for 
divorce. Yet this is quite contrary to many decisions, 
and may lead to most absurd results. For instance, sec- 
tion 21 of 20 & 21 Vict. c. 85, entitles a married woman 
to protection for her property and earnings if deserted 
by her husband. 
to apply to a lunatic wife who has property and has been 
deserted by her husband ? And if lunatics are not alto- 
gether excluded from the statute what line is to be 


drawn ? What proceedings may they take, and what | 
| the mortgagor’s interest, but is in all cases bound to 


proceedings may be taken against them? The necessity 
to draw such a line will be among the many and 
awkward results of this judicial legislation, unless the 
decision should be reversed on appeal, We believe the 
case is likely to be carried before the House of Lords, and 
we doubt not that there it will receive the careful con- 
sideration which it deserves, 


ON THE RESPONSIBILITIES OF TRUSTEES. 


The rule that principals are responsible for the acts or 
omissions of their agents allows of no exception where 


the principal is a trustee. Startling cases occur from 
time to time, which remind trustees that they hold an 
office which is necessarily unprofitable, usually thankless, 
and occasionally ruinous, to the holder. Lord Northing: 
ton’s remark in Harden vy. Parsons (1 Eden, 148) “No 
man can require, or with reason expect, that a trus- 
tee should manage another's property with tho same care 
and discretion that he would his own ” has never failed, 
48 often as mentioned, toelicit atrong marks of disappro- 
bation (Lewin on Trasts, p. 242). ‘The trustee, is on the 
contrary, bound to take the same care of the trust pro- 
perty asa prudent man would of his own (Massey v. 
Banner, 1 Jao. & W. 247), and as ho is rosponsible for 
dots of negligence on his own part, 80 he is responsible for 
the acts of agents employed by him in relation to the 
trust property, althoush he may have had no means of 
judging of their compotenoy, or reason to suspect them 
of incompetenoy, Tho recent oaso of Mopgood v. Parkin 
(8 W. R. 908), which has attracted a good deal of at- 








tention, affords a crucial instance of how perils environ 
trustees, The case was shortly this. The trustees of a 
marriage settlement advanced £12,000 of the trust fund 
on real security, under a power enabling them in that 
behalf. Two years afterwards the mortgage was paid 
off, and the legal estate reconveyed. Shortly afterwards 
the trustees of another marriage settlement advanced 
£13,000 on the security of the same, or nearly the same, 
estate, and their solicitor, who had acted for the former 
trustees, required no fresh abstract, and made no inquiries 
as to incumbrances, but accepted the abstract mate for 
the purpose of the former mortgage. It afterwards 
turned out that the solicitor for the mortgagor, Mr. Joha 
Charles Williams, of the firm of Goodwin, Partridge, & 
Williams, of unfortunate notoriety, had carefully concealed 
the fact that in the interval besween the old mortgage 
being paid off, and the new created, the estate had been 
seriously incumbered. Loss thus resulted to the trust 


| estate, occasioned, in the opinion of the Master of the 


Rolls, by a want of that caution and vigilance which is 
to be expected from, and which is usually displayed by, 


| a solicitor on behalf of his client, and this loss the sur- 
| viving trustee and the executor of the deceased trustee 
no rule of law to exclude lunatics from the operation of | 


were, by the decree in the suit of Hopgood v. Parkin, 
compelled to make good. 

It is important to observe, in the first instance, that 
the foregoing decision proceeded solely upon the negli- 


' gence of the solicitor in omit‘ing to inquire after in- 
judgments of Lord Penzance and Keating, J., and in | 
' abstract. 
ag judges, whose duty it is simply to declare the law. | 
It is to be noticed that the principle of the judgments | 
| unworthy of it. 


cumbrances, or to require the delivery of a fresh 
There was no suggestion of anything beyond 
negligence on his part, or what may be better described 
as misplaced confidence in a man who turned out to be 
If he had inquired after incumbrances, 
or required a fresh abstract, and Mr. Williams had, as 


| the Master of the Rolls observed, deceived him, either 


by the assertion of what was false, or the suppression of 


' what was true, it might have altered the case, and the 


liability of the trustees. 
In a case of Ingle v. Partridge (34 Beav. 411), aris- 
ing out of the same transaction, the trustee had adi- 


| vanced £8,000 on the security of an estate, valued, by 
Is it possible that this section is not | 


the mortgagor’s valuer, at £12,684, but last let for 


| £242 lls. per annum only. The security turned out 
| deficient, and the trustee was held liable for the loss, on 


the ground that a trustee cannot with propriety lend 
trust-money upon the footing of a valuation made in 


satisfy himself from independent testimony of the valae 


| of the security offered; whereas the trustee had not only 
; not done soin that instance, but had also, judging by the 
| rental, transgressed the rule laid down in Stickney v¥. 
| Sewell (1 My. & Cr. 8), and elsewhere, that a trustee 
| ought not to advancs more than two-thirds of the valae, 


even upon freehold land. 

These cases involve in general the farther question 
whether, where trustees have been defrauded, and by 
reason of the fraud, part of the trast estate is lost, the 
loss is to fall upon them, or upon their cestui gue trust. 
That depends upon whether the fraud could or could 
not have been averted by a reasonable and proper exer- 
cise of foresight or judgment on the part of the trustees 
or their agents, “I do not know,” said Lord Hardwicke 
in Jones v. Lewis (2 Ves. Sen. 240), “that a 
executor, administrator, or trustee, are bound to keep 
goods always in their own hands. They are to keep 
them as their own, and take the same care; if, there- 
fore, a man lodged trust-money with a banker, if lost, in 
many cases the Court has discharged the trustee, espe- 
cially if lost ont of the banker's hands by rebbery.” The 
question of what degree of negligence must be estab- 
lished against a gratuitous bailee was considered in Lond 
Holt’s celebrated judgment in Qoegs vy. Bernard (1 Nord 
Raym, 909), and was, it will bo remembered, disoussed 
by Lord Chelmsford in the recent case of @iNia ¥. 
Me Mullen, before the Judigial Committee (17 W. R. 445), 
to which we refer the reader, 

In Haves vy. Aiekhsoon CLO WR, 29, 
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trustees who paid over the trust-fund to the wrong per- 
cons, in reliance on a marriage certificate, which turned 
out to be a forgery, were made responsible for so much 
of the trust-fund as could not be recovered from the 
parties who had wrongfully received it. The ratio 
decidendi was, that the trustees were bound to pay the 
money to the right persons, and had not done so. That 
they had not done so was by reason of a fraud, which, it 
may be assumed for the present purpose, they could not 
have detected; but, as they had not fulfilled the trust, 
which was to pay the money to the right persons, they 
were compellable to make the deficiency good. It will 
be seen that the decree went to compel the persons who 
had wrongfully received the money to make it good, and 
in default, their father, who delivered the forged certi- 
ficate; the ultimate deficiency, if any, to be made good 
by the trustees, instead of falling on the cestuis que trust. 


There is a distinction which must be borne in mind as 
to the incidenee of losses occasioned by fraud, between 
those cases where the loss is occasioned by the fraud of 
third parties and those cases where the agent employed 
by the trustee is in fault. In Bostock v. Floyer (14 W.R. 
120, L. R. 1 Eq. 26) the loss of a trust fund was caused 
by the fraudulent act of a solicitor employed by the 
trustee to invest the trust-money. No laches whatever 
seems to be imputable to the trustee, but he had himself 
chosen and employed the solicitor, and, as the Master of 
the Rolls put it, it was just the case of a man employing 
a servant to do an act, and the servant deceiving him, 
On the trustee, therefore, and not on the trust fand, the 
loss was thrown, Cases like those suggested in Jones v. 
Lewis (ubi sup.), where the loss is occasioned by vis major, 
such as robbery, are clearly distinguishable from those 
where the loss is occasioned by the act of some person 
whcm the trustee has chosen proprio moto to employ, 
committed in the ordinary course of his employment. 
Where one of two innocent persons must suffer for the 
fraud of a third person, the loss must fall upon the one 
who employed the guilty party. 

In an old case which bears somewhat upon Laves v. 
Hickson, a broker who held a power of attorney to re- 
ceive the dividend on stock in a company, forged a 
power to sell the stock, and a sale was effected, and it 
was held that the company, and not the innocent trans- 
feree, must bear the loss ; for a trustee must see to the 
reality of the authority enabling him to dispose of his 
money ; and if a transfer be made without the authority 
of the owner the act is a nullity, and in consideration of 
law and equity the rights remain as before (Ashley v. 
Blackwell, 2 Eden, 299). Of this class of cases the latest 
instance is Johnston v. Renton (18 W.R. 284). 

To recur tothe case on which we remarked at the 
outset, namely Hopgood v. Parkin, it will be seen that 
the ratio decidendi was simply the application of the 
maxim Qui facit per alium, facit per se. “I use the 
expression, they do this,” said the Master of the Rolls, 
“because it is exactly the same if it be done by the 
trustees themselves personally, or by an incompetent or 
negligent agent. Where, however, one of two innocent 
parties must bear a loss, it is right that the trustee, 
whose negligence, or the negligence of whose agent 
occasioned the loss, should bear it rather than the cestui 
que trust who has done nothing, but remained passive. 








The late Mr. John Ivatt Briscoe, M.P. for West Surrey, who 
died on the 16th of August, on leaving the University of Oxford, 
about the year 1815, entered as a student at Lincoln’s-inn, but 
was not called to the bar. 


Sir R. P. Collier, Attorney-General, was re-elected for Ply- 
mouth on the Lith August, without opposition, the new election 
being rendered necessary by his aceeptance of the recordership 
of Bristol. In returning thanks he said that as some portion of 
his constituents entertained objections to his holding the office 
of Recorder of Bristol, he had determined to relinquish it; but 
he reminded his hearers that in 1854 the office was accepted by 
Sir A. Cockburn when Attorney-General, and that no one 
thought of finding fault with him for doing so. 
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RECENT DECISIONS. 


COMMON LAW. 
PRINCIPAL AND AGENT—LIABILITY OF AGENT ag 
PRINCIPAL—CONSTRUCTION OF CONTRACT BY AGEN?, 
Paice v. Walker, Ex., 18 W. R. 789. 


Not long ago (ante 732) we noticed the case of Fuirliy 
v. Fenton (18 W. R.700), where it was held that a broke 
selling cotton by bought and sold notes, which mentioned 
his principal’s name in the usual way, and which wep 
signed by him as“ broker,” could not maintain an action 
upon the contract in his own name, The principle of the 
decision being that when it appears that a contract iy 
between two disclosed principals, they alone can sue ang 
be sued on the contract, although made by an agent, 
unless it appear from the contract that the agent in. 
tended to render himself also liable. The signature her 
being expressly as “ broker,” the contract was construed 
as showing that there was no intention that the plaintif 
should sue or be sued on the contract. Puice v. Walker 
may usefully be compared with Fairlie v. Fenton, asit 
illustrates well the way in which these rules, which fix 
the liability of principal and agent respectively, ar 
applied. In Paice v. Walker the defendants signed 4 
contract without qualifying their signature in any 
way. Of course, if the facts had rested them, 
the defendants would have been liable as_ princi. 
pals, whether they were in fact principals or agent, 
In the body of the contract, however, they described 
themselves as “agents for J. S. & Co., of Danzig.” 
The question was, whether by this description of them 
selves the defendants excluded any personal liability 
upon the contract. It was decided that the defendants 
had not excluded their personal liability on the ground 
that “ when a man signs a contract in his own name he 
is prima facie to be deemed a cortracting party, and 
there must be something very strong upon the face of 
the instrument to prevent that liability from attaching 
to him.” Although the learned judges agreed in their 
decision there was on one point a difference as to the 
principle on which that decision was founded. Kelly, C.B, 
says, “I place no reliance on the fact that the defendants 
were the agents for a foreign firm.” Martin, B., doe 
not refer to the point. Pigott B., says, “ It is clear that 
the circumstance that the person on whose behalf the 
contract is made is a foreigner may be looked at; but 
the fact that the defendants in this case are Englishmen, 
whilst their principals are foreigners, makes against the 
defendants in my opinion.” Cleasby, B., says, “I attach 
great importance to the fact that the persons for whom 
the defendants acted as agents were foreigners. 

The defendant, in the agreement now before us, says 
‘that he, as agent for J. 8S. & Co., of Danzig, contracts; 
&c., but the circumstance that he has named other per- 
sons as his principals has no effect, because the persons 
so named by him reside beyond the seas,” There is, 
therefore, an expression of their different opinions upos 
the legal effect of the fact that the principals were resi- 
dent abroad. This is thought, by one learned judge, of 
no importance; by another, of some importance; and by 
the third, of decisive importance. This difference of 
opinion was not of any consequence in this particular 
case, but it is unfortunate that such a difference 
should exist. Similar questions have frequently 
arisen before, and the result of the  caseé 
is thus stated in the notes to Zhompson v. Davenport (2 
Sm. L. C. 6th ed. 359). “ Authorities have been relied 
upon as showing that a party contract expressly as agent, 
but for a foreign principal, he is himself in law the 
principal. It is conceived, however, that there is nodif 
ference, in point of law, between the case of an agett, 
contracting on behalf of an English or of a foreign pring 
pal. In each case it is a question as to the intention d 
the parties to be collected from the facts, and the clt- 
cumstance of the principal being foreign may be some 
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times considered as of great weight in the determination 
of that question.” This seems on principle the most 
correct view of the law on this question, and Paice v. 
Walker taken altogether is neither in favour of nor 
inst this view. There is no doubt that at present 
there is considerable difficulty in reconciling all the de- 
cisions on the question of the personal liability of agents 
who sign contracts in their own names. It would be 
always safest for agents to sign their contracts not in 
their own names but in the names of their principals 
« by So-and-so their agents,” or if they sign their own 
names then they should state that they sign “ by pro- 
curation.” By signing in either of these forms the agent 
will always be safe, which can hardly be said of any other 
form of signature. 


MasTER AND SERVANT—RAILWAY COMPANY—LIABI- 
LITY FOR ARREST BY SERVANT. 
Edwards v. London and North Western Railway Com- 
pany, P.C., 18 W. R. 834. 

In the enormous number of actions of all sorts in 
which railway companies are necessarily engaged, no 
branch of law is more frequently referred to than that 
which regulates the liability of masters for the acts of 
their servants. This liability depends upon a somewhat 
peculiar principle, by which a master may become civilly 
responsible for a wrong done by his servant, even in 
cases where the master has expressly forbidden the ser- 
vant to do the act. Limpus v. Zhe General Omnibus 
Company (11 W. R. 149) is the leading case on this ques- 
tion, and the principles of law relating to the subject 
are there clearly stated. This liability of masters for the 
acts of their servants is often expressed by the maxim 
respondeat superior, and must be carefully distinguished 
from another kind of liability somewhat similar in 
appearance although wholly different in principle—viz., 
that expressed by the maxim gui facit per alium facit 
per se. Whether a man does a wrongful act with his 
own hand or by the hand of another whom he directs, 
his liability is the same, as is well stated in the maxim we 
last mentioned. If, however, a man forbid his servant to 
do a particular wrongfulact and the servant nevertheless 
does it, the master may, as we have said, be held liable. 
He is liable not upon the ground that he has done the act 
by the hand of another person, but because the law 
attaches to his relation to the wrong-doer—viz., that of 
master—a liability in certain cases for the acts of the 
wrong-doer. The master is not supposed to have com- 
mitted the wrong, but he is held liable for its conse- 
quences, It is very important that this distinction 
should be kept clearly in sight, as it is often ignored in 
text-books and judgments. It is usually (and with 
sufficient correctness) laid down that a master is liable 
for the wrongful acts of his servant committed by the 
servant in the ordinary course of his employment. If 
the master direct the wrong to be done then he is liable 
asprincipal and not as master, because qui facit per alium 
facit per se, Although he does not direct the act, and even 
if he forbids it, he may yet be liable as master. A 
tailway company, like all other companies, must act 
by agents alone, and the liability of a company for the 
acts of its servants is the same as that of an individual. 
If a servant of a railway company commit a tort the 
Company are liable if it was committed by the servant in 
the ordinary course of his employment. If the act is 
not done in the ordinary course of his employment the 
Company cannot be liable as masters. In Goff v. 
Great Western Railway Company (30 L. J. Q. B. 
148), the superintendent of the defendant’s line had 
& passenger arrested for not paying his fare. The charge 
Was dismissed, and the defendants were held liable for 
the act of their servant. In that case the defendants 
had a statutory power to arrest passengers travelling on 
their line without paying their fare, and it was therefore 
held that the company’s servants were acting in the 
ordinary course of their employment in arresting a pas- 
eenger for non-payment of fare, although in that parti- 





cular case, under the special circumstances, they were 
not legally justified in so doing. In Poulton v. London 
and South Coast Railway Company (16 W. R. Q. B. 309) 
the defendants’ servants arrested a passenger for non- 
payment of the fare of a horse. The company had no 
power to arrest for such non-payment. It was held that 
the defendants were not liable, as their servants could 
not be held to be acting in the ordinary course of their 
employment in doing an act which the company had no 
power to do, even if all the circumstances supposed by 
their servants to exist had really existed. 

The distinction between these two classes of cases is 
somewhat subtle, but it is intelligible enough. In the 
former class there is a power to arrest under certain cir- 
cumstances, and it is, therefore, part of the employ- 
ment of the servants to arrest when they think 
such circumstances exist. If they do this wrong- 
fully their masters are liable. In the latter class there 
is no power to arrest even if the facts supposed to exist 
do exist, and, therefore, it is no part of the employment 
of the servants to make such arrests. This principle has 
been again followed in Hdwards v. London and North 
Western Railray Company. One of the defendants’ 
servants, a foreman porter, gave the plaintiff in charge 
for stealing property of the company. The charge was 
dismissed, and the plaintiff brought an action against the 
defendants who were held not liable on the ground that 
the servant in having the plaintiff arrested was not 
acting as a servant of the company but merely exercising 
a duty common to all persons. The servants of the com- 
pany had no special power of arresting for felony, and 
the plaintiff was given in charge under the common law 
power for the common law offence. 

Both Montague Smith and Brett, JJ:, point out in 
their judgments that a company might be liable for such 
an act of one of their servants, if he were employed for 
the purpose of making arrests as a night constable or 
other person whose duty it is to watch the property and 
premises of the company. It might well be held a part 
of the ordinary employment of such persons to apprehend 
those whom they thought to be stealing the company’s 
goods; and if they wrongfully arrested a man, the com- 
pany might be liable. The servant in this case had, 
however, no such duty in fact, and therefore it was held 
that the company were not liable for his act, which was 
no part of his employment. 


BRIBERY AT ELECTIONS—CoRRUPT PRACTICES PREVEN= 
TION AcT (17 & 18 Vict. c, 102), s. 2—TEsT-BALLOT. 
Bristol Election Petition. Brett, Appellant, Robdinson, 
Respondent, C.P., 18 W. R. 866. 

At the election for Parliament at Bristol last May 
there were three Liberal candidates, and it was arranged 
between them thatonly one of them should stand, and that a 
test-ballot should be taken to ascertain which of the 
three should be the one to stand. A test-ballot was 
accordingly taken, and Mr. Robinson had alarge majority, 
Some of those who then voted for Mr. Robinson had re- 
ceived money and drink from Mr, Robinson’s agents 
under circumstances which would have avoided an elec- 
tion if the money, &c., had been given to them to vote 
at the election, The other two Liberal candidates re- 
tired. A Conservate candidate afterwards appeared, and 
he and Mr. Robinson went to the poll and Mr, Robinson 
was elected. The question was whether the giving of 
the money, &c., to obtain votes at the test-ballot was 
bribery under the Corrupt Practices Prevention Act, 
1854 (17 & 18 Vict, o. 102), s, 2, sub-s. 3, which enacts 
that the following persons (amongst others) shall be 
guilty of bribery: “Every person who shall directly 
or indirectly by himself or by any other person on his 
behalf, make any gift, loan, Xo., &c,, to or for any person 
in order to induce such person to procure or endeavour 
to prooure the return of any person to serve in Parlia- 
ment, or the vote of any voter at any election.” What 
the Court had, therefore, to decide was whether the 





854 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPC RTER. Aug. 20, 1870, 








money, &c., which was given to the voters to induce 
them to vote at the test-ballot was given to induce such 
persons to endeavour to procure the return of Mr. Robin- 
son at the election. The Court decided that the money 
was so given. ‘The money was paid directly to the 
voters to induce them to vote at the test-ballot, and so 
indirectly to endeavour to procure Mr. Robinson’s re- 
turn.” The giving of the money, &c., was therefore 
bribery within the section and it invalidated the election. 
The case undoubtedly fell within the spirit of the 
statute and also within the ordinary meaning of the 
words of the section in question ; and there is, therefore, 
every reason to be satisfied with the decision. 








COURTS. 


HOME CIRCUIT. 
GUILDFORD. 
Aug. 17.— Ward v. Barrett. 

This was an action by a husband to recover property be- 
longing to the wife, which, after he had left her, she had 
sold. 

Prentice, Q.C., and Joyce for the plaintiff. 

Sir George Honyman, Q.C., and Day for the defendant. 

It appeared that in 1848 the plaintiff deserted his wife 
(as she swore, though he denied it), and during his desertion 
—in 1856—the wife acquired earnings, with which she pur- 
chased the property in question, which was leasehold, and 
worth about £750. Afterwards, in 1859, she obtained, under 
the Divorce Act, an order of protection, on the ground of 
desertion, which in terms protected ‘‘all her earnings and 
property acquired since the commencement of the desertion.” 
After this the wife sold the property to the defendant. The 
husband came back in 1869, and, hearing of the property, 
claimed it. 

Bovitt, C.J., held that the order, not having been set aside, 
must betaken as valid, andif valid wasan answer to the action. 
He must, therefore, direct a verdict for the defendant, and 
the plaintiff must be left to move the Court, if he pleased, 
against the verdict. To such a motion, however, he gave 
no encouragement, his opinion being in favour of the defen- 
dant, as it must be taken (for the purpose of the case) that 
the plaintiff had deserted his wife.—Verdict, therefore, for 
the defendant. 

COUNTY COURTS. 
LAMBETH. 
(Before R. J. Cust, Esq., Deputy Judge.) 
August 11.—Catchpole v. Sullivan, 

Action of tort in Common Pleas barred from being tried in 
county court through the plaintiff not lodging writ in time— 
Rules of practice in superior court of Hilary Term, 1853, and 
County Court Rules, 1867—Meaning of the word © thereupon,” 

This was an action of slander commenced in the Common 
Pleas and ordered by Mr. Justice Mellor to be tried in this 
court unless the plaintiff should give security for costs. 
Security was not given, and sixteen months after the judge’s 
order the plaintiff lodged the order and had the cause set 
down for hearing before a jury this day, when the cause 


B. for the defendant, said, before the jury were 
sworn, he had a preliminary objection to make which he 
thought would dispose of the cause. This action was com- 

“l nearly two years ago and the defendant had always 
xions to meet it, but delays had been interposed until 
nt was enabled about sixteen months ago to stay 

he Comsnon Pleas unless plaintiff gave se- 

| is failure to do #0 the cause was to 

According to the rules of practice of 

sintiff could not, after #o long a 

his action in the superior court 

ont giving g notice, and he (the learned coun- 

gel) thought that in ench a case the rule would apply to the 
inferior court ax well both aa to layme of time aod notice. 
Pat if that argument were not sufficient he wonld refer to 
the statute nnder which the cause came before this Court, 
the County Courts Act, 1867, 4.10. It was there provided 
that on certain things being done, which had been done in 
this case, the plaintilf should ‘‘therenpon” lodge the writ 
with the re fi rar oh the nty court. The word ‘ there- 





Ss 
upon” was not defined in the section, but in County Cour 
Rules of Practice No. 70, the word was used in such a manner 
as showed how the learned judges, who drew up the rul 
understood it. On the lodgment of the writ the registrar 
was required “thereupon” to appoint a day for hearj 
meaning, of course, with as little delay as possible. Qy 
these grounds tke learned counsel contended the Court could 
not hear the cause, and if the plaintiff was determined to 
on he must get leave of the Court above or begin de novo, 

Mr. Crofts, attorney for the plaintiff, said he was taken 
by surprise in this objection, but he thought it would be of 
no avail. Itreally amounted to a statutory defence and the 
defendant could not plead it according to County Court 
Rule 96 without giving five clear days notice. The plaintiff 
having had no such notice the cause ought to proceed. 

Mr. Cust said Mr. Besley’s statement was certainly not 
what was meant by a statutory defence, as section 10 had 
no relation to any defence, but simply related to the form 
of procedure. However much he might be disposed to 
give as wide an interpretation to the word “ thereupon” 
as possible, so as to enable the plaintiff to have his cage 
heard, it was asking too much to ask him to say that it 
included a delay of sixteen months, especially when coupled 
with the fact that plaintiff had lain by all that time and 
made no sign. The case must be treated as if the writ had 
not been lodged at all. In answer to Mr. Besley’s applica 
tion for costs, his Honour said he thought that question 
had better be left to the taxing master of the court above, 
who might be asked to allow plaintiff his costs of having 
been brought here. 

Aug. 16.—Hutchins v. Fox. 
The prevalence of perjury in county courts. 

This was a claim for money lent, for which the plaintiff 
produced an I O U purporting to be signed by the defendant, 
Lhe plaintiff swore positively that he wrote the document, 
except the signature, ‘‘ F. Fox,” which he saw the defen 
dant write at the time the money was lent. On the paper 
being handed to the defendant, he denied all knowledge of 
it, adding, when asked to write his name, that he could 
neither read nor write. The plaintiff then produced another 
paper, which purported to be a receipt for money paid by 
1im to the defendant in another transaction. He swore 
that both papers were signed by the defendant, which the 
defendant as positively denied. The plaintiff then asked 
for an adjournment that he might produce three or four 
witnesses who had seen the defendant write. 

Mr. Elworthy for the defendant immediately ac 
ceded to the proposition to adjourn, as this was a case of 
akind only too common. ‘There was no guessing at who 
was the perjurer in this case, but certainly one of the par- 
ties had committed perjury of the most gross and wilful 
kind. The case ought to be sifted to the bottom, and if the 
Court granted an adjournment he promised that he would 
not attempt in the slightest degree to shield his client if 
it appeared that he was the criminal. 

Mr. Cust said he should not grant an adjournment, as he 
thought he had evidence enough before him to enable him 
to give a decision. [t was clear that perjury had been 
committed, but if by the plaintiff, then he had committed 
forgery also. It was more reasonable to believe that the 
defendant had committed one crime than that the plaintiff 
had committed two, The judgment would therefore be for 
the plaintiff. 

Mr. Elworthy said he had caused the evidence of the 
plaintiff to be taken down by a shorthand writer present, 
and, in all probability, some further proceedings would be 
the consequence. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Patnrcx Cumin, barrister-at-law, has been appointed 
an Assistant-Secretary to the Committee of Council om 
Education. Mr, Cumin was called to the Bar at the Tanner 
Temple in June, 1450. 

Mr. Evowrs Anpuew, solicitor, of Liverpool, has beet 
appointed ‘Town Clerk of the borough of Salford, near 
Manchester, in wuceossion to Mr, Georgo Brett, who has 
reigned. Mr, Andrew was cortificated as a solicitor ia 
Trinity Term 1864, and has for some yerurs been an ass 
tant in the office of the Town Clerk of Liverpool, 


Mr, Frascis Srasovn Learues, solicitor, of Bombay, has 
been appointed Clork to the Justices of tho Ponce for the 
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own and island of Bombay, in place of his brother, Mr. C. 
. Stanger Leathes, deceased. Mr. Leathes has been for 
several years in practice as a solicitor in Bombay, in part- 
nership with his deceased brother, for whom he acted as 
Clerk of the Peace on three separate occasions, while absent 
on leave. 

Mr. Francis Frepericx Grravp, solicitor, of Faversham, 
Kent, has been appointed Town Clerk of that borough, and 
also Clerk of the Peace, in the room of Mr. 8. G. Johnson, 
who has been appointed Town Clerk of Nottingham. His 

as Town Clerk will be £65 per annum, and as Clerk 
of the Peace £50, 


Mr. Gzorcr Kenyon, solicitor, Thorne, Yorkshire, has 
been appointed Clerk to the Trustees of the Doncaster and 
Thorne and Barton and Selby turnpike’ roads, in the place 
of Mr. W. J. Fox, solicitor, who has resigned. 


Mr. Henry Jackson, solicitor, of St. Helen’s-place, City, 
has been elected Clerk to the Worshipful Company of Cord- 
wainers, in successionto Mr. Henry Dunkin Francis, solicitor, 
deceased. Mr. Jackson was admitted an attorney in 
Michaelmas Term, 1838, and was Undersheriff of London 
in 1840, during the memorable conflict between the House 
of Commons and the Court of Queen’s Bench. 


Mr, ALEXANDER Grant MEEK, solicitor, of Devizes, Wilts; 
has been appointed Town Clerk of that borough, and clerk 
tothe Local Board of Health, in succession to his father, 
Mr. Alexander Meek, solicitor, who has resigned, after 
holding the first-named office for nearly twenty-nine years. 


Mr, Rozert Purvis, solicitor, of South Shields, has been 
elected Clerk to the Magistrates of that borough, in suc- 
cession to Mr. Shaftoe Robson, who recently resigned, on 
being panied to a similar office at Gateshead. He was 
admitted an attorney in Michaelmas Term, 1866, and is a 
member of the local firm of Wawn & Purvis. The other 
candidates for the office were Messrs. H. T. Duncan and 
T. G. Mabane, solicitors, of South Shields, and Mr. J. J. 
Bentham, solicitor, of Sunderland. 








GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


Sir,—Can you inform your readers when it is likely there 
will be a new edition of the Consolidated Orders in Chan- 
cery? The first came out in 1849, since which time no less 
than thirty General Orders have been issued. These orders 
are almost equal in bulk to the Consolidated Orders, and 
are not merely additions to them, but in many instances, 
they abrogate the latter, and give new directions on many 
important branches of Chancery practice. 

The profession would welcome such a work as a valuable 
addition to their practice books, and I trust that my Lord 
Hatherley will authorise its commencement forthwith. 

68, Chancery-lane, London, Joun Tveken. 

August 16, 1870. 





FOREIGN TRIBUNALS & JURISPRUDENCE. 


AMERICA. 
SurremE Court, PENNSYLVANIA, 
July 8.—The Pennsylvania Railway Company v. William 
Kerr. 

A warehouse, situated near defendants’ track, had been tg- 
ntted by sparks emitted from a negligently placed locomotive 
of defendants ; the burning warehouse in turn communicated 
Jive to the plaintiff's building, distant some thirty-nine feet, 
destroying it, 

Held, that the proximate cause of plaintif’s loss twas the 
burning warehouse ¢ that the defendant's negligence was but th 
remote cause; and that therefore the defendants were not 
liable to the plaintiff. , 


Error to the Common Pleas of Huntingdon county. 

Opinion by 'Tnomvson, C.J,—It has always been a mat- 
ter of difficulty to judicially determine the precise point at 
which pecuniary accountability for the consequences of 
Wrongful or injurious ucts is to couse, No rule has been 
sufficiently defined and general as to control in all casos, 
Yet there is a principle applicable to most cases of injury 
which amounts to a limitation, It is embodied in the com. 
mon law maxim, cause provina, non remota spect fnptho 
immediate and not the remote cause is to be considered, 





Pars. on Cont. v. 3, p. 198, illustrates the rule aptly by the 
suppositive case of debtor and creditor, as follows: “A 
creditor’s debtor has failed to meet his engagements to pay 
him a sum of money, by reason of which, the creditor 
failed to meet his engagement, and the latter is thrown 
into bankruptcy and ruined. The result is plainly trace- 
able to the failure of the former to pay as he agreed. Yet 
the law only requires him to pay his debt with interest. 
He is not held liable for consequences which he had no direct 
hand in producing and no reason to expect. The immediate 
cause of the creditor’s bankruptcy, was his failure to pay 
his own debt. The cause of that cause was the failure of 
the debtor to pay him, but this was a remote cause, being 
thrown back by the interposition of the proximate cause, 
the non-payment by the creditor of his own debt. This, I 
regard as a fair illustration of what is meant in the maxim 
by the words ‘‘ proxima” and “remota.” See also notes, 
same volume, p. 180. 

In Harrison v. Berkley, 1 Strobh. (S. Car. Rep.) 548, Mr. 
Justice Wardlaw indulges in some reflections on this point 
worth referring to in this connection. “ Every incident,” 
says he, ‘‘ will, when carefully examined, be found to be 
the result of combined causes ; to be itself one of various 
causes, which produces other events. - Accident or design 
may disturb the ordinary action of causes. It is easy to 
imagine some act of trivial misconduct or slight negligence, 
which shall do no direct harm, but sets in motion some 
second agent that shall move a third, and so until the most 
disastrous consequences shall ensue, The first wrong- 
doer, unfortunate rather than seriously blameable, cannot 
be made answerable for all these consequences.” 

It is certain, that in almost every considerable disaster, 
the result of human agency and dereliction of duty, a train 
of consequences generally ensue, and so ramify as more or 
less to affect the whole community. Indemnity cannot reach 
all these results, although parties suffer who are innocent 
of blame. This is one of the vicissitudes of organised society. 
Every one in it takes the risk of their vicissitudes. Wilful- 
ness itself cannot be reached by the civil arm of the law 
for all the consequences of consequences, and some sufferers 
necessarily remain without compensation. The case of 
Scott v. Shepherd, 2 Wm. Blac. R. 893, the case of the squib, 
is sometimes cited as extending the principle of the maxim, 
but it is not so. The doctrine of proximate and remote 
causes was really not discussed in that case. One threw a 
squib in a market place amongst the crowd. It fell on the 
stall of one who immediately cast it off to prevent it exploding 
there, and it struck a third person and exploded, putting out 
his eye. The question was, whether the defendant could 
be made answerable in the form of action adopted, which 
was trespass. Ch. Justice De Grey held, that the first 
thrower, the defendant, was answerable, for that in fact the 
squib did the injury by the first impulse. In this way the 
action of trespass was sustained. It is no authority against 
the principle suggested. .'There must be a limit s 
Greenl. in Vol. L1., section 256, touches the ques 
“the damages to be recovered must be the natural 3 
proximate consequence of the act complained of.” This is 
undoubtedly the rule. The difficulty is in distinguishing 
what is proximate and what remote. IT regard the illustra- 
tion from Parsons already given, although the wrong sup- 
posed arises er confraetu, as clear as any that can be sug- 
gested. It is an occurrence undoubtedly frequent 
the careless use of matches, houses are set on fire. 
joining is fired by the first, a thind is by the secor 
on, it might be, for the length of a square orn 
not in our experience that the first owner is Hable t 
for all these consequences and there is a good mas 
The second and third houses in the case supposed, were not 
burned by the dircct action of the match, and who knows how 
many agencies might have contributed to produce the result! 
Therefore, it would be illogical to hold the match charge 
ablo as the cause of what it did ne an 
done, 
that such circumstances detine 
and not the immediate cause 
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distinct separation from it, and the rule suggested might 
be inapplicable ; but of these when they occur. The maxim, 
however, is not to be controlled by time or distance, but by 
the succession of events. 

The case on hand is a claim against the defendant under 
these circumstances, briefly : A warehouse of one Simpson, 
situate very near the track of the company’s road, was set 
on fire by sparks emitted from a locomotive engine of the 
defendants, so negligently placed as to set it on fire. The 
burning of the warehouse communicated fire to a hotel 
building situated some thirty-nine feet from the warehouse, 
which, at the time, was occupied by the plaintiff as tenant, 
and it was consumed, with its furniture, stock of liquors and 
provisions, and for this the plaintiff sued and recovered 
below. Several other disconnected buildings were burned 
at the same time, but this is in no way involved in this case. 

No doubt the company was answerable for the destruction 
of the warehouse, resulting from the negligence of the com- 
pany’s servants in the use of the engine. The authority to 
the company to use steam on their road does not exempt it 
from liability for injury resulting from the negligent use of 
it: Lackawanna and Bloomsburg Railroad Company v. Doak, 
2 P. F. Smith, 379. The learned judge charged that the 
defendant was liable to the plaintiff to the extent of his loss, 
by reason of the burning of the hotel, although by fire com- 
municated from the warehouse, if the latter was set on fire 
by the negligence of the defendant’s servants inthe manner 
mentioned. To this charge the defendants excepted, and 
assign it for error, and this presents the question of the 
case. 

This charge was of course the equivalent of holding that 
a recovery for all the consequences of the first act of 
negligence of the defendants, was in law allowable. We 
are inclined to think in this there was error, for the reasons 
already given, and others that will be given. It cannot be 
denied but that the plaintiff's property was destroyed, but 
by a secondary cause, namely, the burning of the ware- 


house. The sparks from the locomotive did not ignite the | ; yas 
' and examined and answered fully in the opinion. All the 


hotel. They fired the warehouse, and the warehouse fired 
the hotel. They were the remote cause—the cause of the 
hotel being burned. As there was an intermediate agent, 
or cause of the destruction, between the sparks and the 
destruction of the hotel, it is obvious that that was the 
proximate cause of its destruction, and the negligent emis- 
sion of sparks the remote cause. To hold that the act of 
negligence which destroyed the warehouse destroyed the 
hotel, is to disregard the order of sequences entirely, and 


would hold good if a row of buildings a mile long had | 


been destroyed. The cause of destruction of the last in 
that case, would be no more remote, within the meaning of 
the maxim, than that of the first, and yet how many con- 
curring elements of destruction there might be in all of 
these houses, and no doubt would be, no one can tell. So 
to hold would confound all legitimate ideas of cause and 
efiect, and really expunge from the law the maxim quoted, 
that teaches accountability for the natural and necessary 
omsequences ofa wrongful act, and which should, in reason, 
be only such that the wrong-doer may be presumed to have 
known would flow from his act. According to the prin- 
Ciple asserted, a spark from 4 steamboat on the Delaware 
might «casion the destruction of a whole square, although 
never touche] but a single separate structure. No one 
i te likely to have the least idea of such account- 
&4 a& to govern and control his acts accordingly. 
ravrwad terminating in city, might, by the slightest 
omen on the part of one of ite numerous servants, be 
mals ty acrant for wquares burned, the consequence of a 
Spare vantinunicating to 4 single building. Were this the 
undertianding Af the extent of liability under such cir- 
OB ALE, it wena ty tne that there might be more 
datirable objects W invest capital in, than in the stock of 
wach 4 railrved. Wut it never has been wo understood or 
2) wigs. Lowrie,d.,in Morrison v. Davis | Co. (6 Har. 171), 
lustrstes the argument against such liability most 
Crikingsy, vy redler ty «4 well-known fact. In the 
Cte ee wea trcding, a hore in % canal boat team wan 
lath, *% Umeraene A which the boat was behind time 
in reaching the Juniata river, and in conmguence of that 
was “ietanen try» firA in the river which destroyed the 
boat, with ite fragt. Vhe carrier, the owner of the boat, 
was Cnmgeh with wing negligentin using » lame horn, 
ten irene Ahay. In treating of this as only the 
watt Cait, A Vin Aimsater, the \earnod judge wid ; 
“Thets ms Aten very wual taaite which are the “Kahn 





| destruction was by fire per se. 





of the“most serious and distressing consequences, Thus, a 
momentary act of carelessness set fire to a little straw, and 
that set fire to a house, and by an extraordinary concurrengg 
of very dry weather and high winds, with this little fault, 
one-third of a city (Pittsburgh) was destroyed; would it 
be right that this small act of carelessness should be char 
with the whole value of the property consumed?” ‘The 
answer would and ought to be, No, it was but the remote 
cause of it. Innumerable occasions must have occurred in 
this commonwealth for asserting liability to the extent and 
upon the principle elaimed here, yet we have not a soli 
precedent of the kind in our books, This is worth some. 
thing as proof against the alleged principle. It wag 
Littleton’s rule, ‘‘ that what never was, never ought to be:” 
1 Vern. 385. 

The question in hand has not been adjudicated in this 
State, and but seldom discussed in any of the other States; 
yet we have a case decided in the Court of Appeals of the 
State of New York, in 1866, which is directly in point in 
support of the doctrine we have been endeavouring to ad. 
vance above., It is the case of Ryan v. The New York 
Central Railroad Company (8 ‘Tiffany,) 35 N. Y. 210. The 
facts in that case briefly were, that the defendant, by the 
carelessness of its servants, or through the insufficient con- 
dition of one of its locomotive engines, set fire to its own 
wood shed with a large quantity of wood therein. The 
plaintiff's house, situated some 130 feet from the shed, took 
fire from the heat and sparks of the burning shed and wood, 
and was entirely consumed. A number of other houses 
and buildings were destroyed by the spreading of the fire, 
The plaintiff brought suit against the company for his loss, 
On the presentation of these facts at the trial, the circuit 
judge non-suited the plaintiff, and at the general term of 
the Supreme Court of the Fifth District, the judgment was 
affirmed. ‘The case was then removed to the Court of Appeals, 
wherethe judgment was unanimously affirmed in an elaborate 
and exhaustive opinion by Hunt. J. Every position taken by 
the counsel] for the defendant in error here, was taken there, 


English and American cases supposed to have any bearing 
on the point in dispute there on the same question we have 
here, are noticed by him, and the doctrine clearly deduced, 
that the railroad company was not answerable to the plain- 
tiff for the loss of his house being burned by fire communi- 
cated by the burning shed. That case is not distinguish- 
able in principle, or in the manner of destruction, from 
this. It is on all fours with this case. 

But it seems to have been thought that the Insurance 
Company v. Tweed,7 Wal. (U.S. Rep.) 45, conflicts with 
the above case. I do not think it does, when understood, 


| It was an action on a policy of insurance against fire, in 


which there was an exception of several matters—viz,, in- 
vasion, insurrection, military and usurped power, explosion, 
earthquakes, &c, An explosion took place in a warehouse 


| on the opposite side of the street from the insured property, 


and scattered fire and burning fragments upon the insured 


| property and destroyed it. The decision of the Supreme 


Court was that the loss was within the exception of loss b 


| fire occasioned by explosion, ‘I’o me it seems that it woul 


have been rather more rational to have held that the 
But the Court inter: 
ya the terms of the contract of the parties in this way. 

6 must remember that there may be a difference between 
interpreting the obligation of a contract, and defining lia- 
bility under the laws of socialduty. Certain it is, the laws 
are not the same. One does not necessarily rule the other, 
I may say further, that there is no evidence, in the opinion 
of Mr. Justice Miller, that he had specially in view the 
raine question, #0 ably discussed by Mr, Justice Hunt, or if 
he had, that his investigutions extended so far as did those 
of the last-named judge, He docs not evon refer to the 
New York case at all, 

The question here involved does not seom to have been 
definitely determined in Mngland ; why, [ am at a loss to 
know, There have boon Locisions, it is true, imposing 


liability against tho reasons wo have exprossed above, but 
in none of them in the question of proximate and remote 
cause of the injury discumed at all, Such is tho case in 


Piggt vy. he Lastern Counties Railway Company, % 
U. Bb, 229, cited by the counsel for the defendant in 
error; and such is the recent caso of Smith v. The London 
and Kouth Western Kaltway Company, 16 W. i 343, 
In this case, Wovill, C.J,, and Keating, J, affirmed the 
ronvery, brott, J., dinsentod, Both there oases wore bofore 





ream wo et we ee OO Om ae a OSs OD ot To OO eS 11 


Aug. 20,1870. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. 


857 








the Court of Common Pleas. I find no review of the question 
in the Exchequer Chamber. I regard these cases as passing 
over the question that was decided in the Court of Appeals 
in York, and which is before us now, sud silentio. Hunt, J., 
expresses, to some extent, my experience, when he says, 
«J have examined the authorities cited from the Year 
Books, and have not overlooked the English statutes on the 
subject, or the English decisions, extending back for many 

ears. It will not be useful further to refer to the autho- 
tities, for it will be impossible to reconcile some of them 
with the views I have taken.”’ I entirely agree, that if 
they shed any light, it is too uncertain and dim to be fol- 
lowed with safety ; while, on the other hand. the concurrence 
of principle, with a just measure of responsibility, we think, 
is best subserved by the rule we suggest. With every desire 
to compensate for loss when the loser is not to blame, we 
know it cannot always be without transcending the boun- 
daries of reason, and, of course, law. This we cannot do, 
and we fear we would be doing it, if we affirmed the judg- 
ment in this case. The limit of responsibility must lie 
somewhere, and we think we find it in the principle stated. 
If not found there, it exists nowhere. We have not been 
referred to any case, in any of the States and courts, except- 
ing those noticed, and I have not myself discovered any, 
which in the least militates against the foregoing views ; 
we are therefore constrained to follow the result of our con- 
clusions, and reverse the judgment in this case. At present 
we will not order a venire de novo, but if tho plaintift below 
and defendant in error desire, we will order it on grounds 
shown for it, if made in a reasonable time. 

Judgment reversed. 

Miles & Dorris, for plaintiff in error. 

Speer § Petrikin, for defendant in error.—Leyal Intelli- 
gencer. 


Unitep States Supreme Court. 
Charles Bischoff, Philip Smith Coxe, and George Coxe 
Bompas, Plaintiff's in Error, v. John Wethered. 
(In error to the Circuit Court of the United States for 
the district of Maryland.) 

Mr. Justice BRADLEY delivered the opinion of the Court: 

This was an action brought by the plaintiffs in error 
against the defendant to recover damages for breach of 
covenant in the assignment of one-fortieth part of an Eng- 
lish patent granted to one William Henry Newton. The 
covenant was that the patent was in all respects valid and 
unimpeaceable, The breach complained of was that it was 
null and void. The declaration contained certain other 
counts, namely, the ordinary money counts, and a count on 
a judgment recovered in the Common Pleas at Westminster 
Hall, in England. To the latter count the defendant 
leaded ned tied record ; and the only evidence adduced in 
its support was an exemplified copy of a judgment  re- 
covered against the defendant in the said Common Pleas, 
without any service of process on him, or any notice of the 
suit, other than a personal notice served in the City of 
Baltimore. It is enough to say of this proceeding, that it 
was wholly without jurisdiction of the person, and what- 
ever validity it may have in England, by virtue of statute 
law, against property of the defendant there situate, it can 
have no validity here, even of a prima facie character. It is 
simply null, 


As no evidence was adduced to sustain the common 


counts, the omy question of gy arises under the 
e 


count on the alleged covenant that tho patent in question 
was valid and unimpeachable. 

This patent was granted to Nowton on the 25th of May, 
1853, and was for certain improvemonts in the generation of 
steam, consisting of an accessory steam-pipe carried from 
the boiler through the fire or chimney, so as to cause the 
steam conveyed therein to become superheated, and from 
thence carried to the steam-chest, or to an intermediate 
pipe, there to connect with the ordinary steam-pipe which 
oveare the steam from the boiler to the engine, so as to 
mix the superheated steam with the ordinary steam as it 
Comes from tho boiler, Tho effect of this mixture is de- 
scribed to bo that the superheated steam converts into steam 
all the remaining watory particles, froth and foam, contained 
in tho ordinary steam, and thus dries and rarities the whole 
mass, and makes it more effective, 

Tho plnintifl having put in evidence the assignment con. 
taining the covenant declared on, and the letters patent 
Granted to Nowton, in order to ahow the breach of cove- 





nant, put in evidence a prior English patent, granted to one 
Poole, in 1844, for an invention which the plaintiff claimed. 
was identical with that patented to Newton. The plaintiff 
then called upon the Court to compare the two specifica- 
tions, and to instruct the jury that the patent to Newton 
was not a valid and unimpeachable patent, inasmuch as the 
invention therein described was not novel, but was already 
substantially described in the specification of Poole ; and 
that under the covenants contained in the assignment, the 
plaintiffs were entitled to recover £500, the amount of pur- 
chase-money paid, with interest. This the Court refi.sed to 
do, and plaintiffs excepted. 

The defendant then prayed the Court to instruct the jury, 
amongst other things, that there is not on the face of the 
respective patents of Newton and Poole such an identity as 
authorises the Court to pronounce that they are for one and 
the same invention, and that for that reason the patent 
granted to Newton is invalid; and such invalidity being 
necessary to support the plaintiffs’ claim, and being wanting, 
the verdict must be for the defendant. The Court granted 
this prayer, and instructed the jury accordingly, and a ver- 
dict was found for the defendant. The plaintiffs excepted to 
this instruction. 

The question therefore is, whether the Court was bound 
to compare the two specifications, and to instruct the jury, 
as matter of law, whether the inventions therein described 
were, or were not, identical. This is an important ques- 
tion of practice under the patent law, and deserves to be 
seriously considered by this Court. 

It is undoubtedly the common practice of the United 
States circuit courts, in actions at law on questions of 
priority of invention, where a patent under consideration 
is attempted to be invalidated by a prior patent, to take the 
evidence of experts as to the nature of the various 
mechanisms or manufactures described in the different 
patents produced, and as to the identity or diversity between 
them ; and to submit all the evidence to the jury under 
general instructions as to the rules by which they are to 
consider the evidence. A case may sometimes be so clear 
that the Court may feel no need of an expert to explain the 
terms of art or the descriptions contained in the respective 
patents, and may, therefore, feel authorised to leave the 
question of identity to the jury, under such general in- 
structions as the nature of the documerts seems to require. 
And in such plain cases the Court would probably feel 
authorised to set aside a verdict unsatisfactory to itself, as 
against the weight of evidence. But in all such cases 
the question would still be treated as a question of 
fact for the jury, and not as a question of law for the court. 
And under this rule of practice, counsel would not have the 
right to require the Court, as matter of law, to pronounce 
upon the identity or diversity of the several inventions 
described in the patents produced. Such, we think, has 
been the prevailing rule in this country, and we see no 
sufficient reason for changing it. The control which the 
courts can always exercise over unsatisfactory verdicts will 
enable them to prevent any wrong or injustice arising from 
the action of juries ; whereas, if the courts themselves were 
compellable to decide on these often recondite and difficult 
questions, without the aid of scientific persons familiar with 
the subjects of the inventions in question, they might be led 
into irremediable errors, which would produce great injustice 
to suitors. We are disposed to think that the practice 
adopted by our courts is, on the whole, the safest and most 
conducive to justice. 

It may be objected to this view that it is the province of 
the Court, and not the jury, to constree the meaning af 
documentary evidence, ‘This is true. But the specifications 
of patents for inventions are documents of a peculiar Kind, 
They profess to describe mechanisms and complicated 
machinery, chemical compositions, and other manufactured 

sroduota, which have their existence dy pais, outside af the 
documents themselves ; and which are commonly deseribed 
by torms of the art or mystery to which they respectively 
belong; and these desoriptions and terms of art offen 
require peculiar knowledge and education to understand 
them aright ; and slight verbal variations, searcely notioe- 
able to a common reader, would be detected Dy an expert 
in the art, as indicating an important variation ia the 
invention, Tndeed, the whole subjectunattor of a patent ie 
an embodied conception outside of the patent itself) whic, 
to the mind of those expert in the art, stands out da clear 
and distinct relief, whilst it is offen waperceived or dat 
dimly perceived, by the uninitiated, “This eutwand embedi- 
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ment of the terms contained in the patent is the thing 
invented, and is to be properly sought, like the explanation 
of all latent ambiguities arising from the description of 
external things, by evidence in pais. 

We are, therefore, of opinion that the circuit court was 
justified in refusing to give the instructions demanded by 
the plaintiffs, and in giving that which was asked by the 
defendant. 

The precise question has recently undergone consider- 
able discussion in England, and has finally resulted in the 
same conclusion to which we have arrived. The cases will 
be found collected in the last edition of Curtis on Patents, 
section 446. It was ut first decided in the cases of Bovill v. 
Pimm, 11 Ex. 718; Betts v. Menzies, 1 Ell. & Ell. Q.B. 
299; and Bush v. Fox, 5 H. of L. Cas. 707, that it was the 
province and duty of the Court to compare the documents 
and decide on the identity or diversity of the inventions. 
But in 1862, Lord Westbury, in two very elaborate judg- 
ments, one of which was delivered in the House of Lords 
on occasion of overruling the decision in Betts v. Menzies, 
held that it belonged to the province of evidence, and not 
that of construction, to determine this question. ‘‘In all 
cases, therefore,’ he concludes, “ where the two documents 
profess to describe an external thing, the identity of signi- 
fication between the two documents containing the same 
description must belong to the province of evidence, and 
not that of construction.” Lord Westbury very justly 
remarks that two documents using the same words, if of 
different dates, may intend very diverse things, as, 
indeed, was actually decided by this Court in the 
case of The Bridge Proprietors v. The Hoboken Com- 
pany, 1 Wallace, 116. ‘The Court, in that case said: 
*€It does not follow, when a newly invented or dis- 
covered thing is called by some familiar word which comes 
nearest to expressing the new idea, that the thing so styled 
is really the thing formerly meant by the familiar word.” 
And the decision was that the word ‘“‘ bridge” in an old 
bridge law, passed in 1790, did not mean the same thing 
as the same word meant when applied to the modern struc- 
ture of a railroad bridge. 

This view of the case is not intended to, and does not, 
trench upon the doctrine that the construction of written 
instruments is the province of the Court alone. It is not 
the construction of the instrizment, but the character of the 
thing invented, which is sought in questions of identity and 
diversity of inventions. 

The judgment of the circuit court must be affirmed.— 
ANiw York Transcript. 








OBITUARY. 
RIGHT HON. J. HATCHELL. 

The Right Hon. John Hatchell, formerly Attorney-Gene- 
ral for Ireland, died suddenly at his residence, Fortfield 
House, near Dublin, on the 14th inst. The deceased gentle- 
man was born at Wexford in 1788, and was educated at 
Trinity College, Dublin, where he obtained honours and a 
iversity Scholarship, graduating B.A. in 1807, and M.A. 
He was called to the bar in Ireland in 1809, and 
as nominate] a King’s Counsel in 1835. In 1846 he was 
admitted a bencher of King’s-inns, Dublin, and was ap- 
eye Sclicitor-General for Ireland in December, 1847. 

n December, 1850, on the Right Hon. J. H. Monahan be- 
coming Chief Justice of the Court of Common Pleas in Ire- 
land, Mr. Hatchell succeeded him as Attorney-General. In 
‘ebruary, of the same year, he was elected to represent. 
Windsor in Parliament, and remained in that position till 
the general election in July, 1852, when he did not seck 
the suffrages of any constituency. Mr. Hatchell was ap- 
pointed Commissioner of the Insolvent Debtors Court in 
freland in June, 1654, which office he continued to hold 
mtil the arnalgamation with the Court of Bankruptcy in 


; 
1559, when h 
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: retired on full pension. 


MK. S. D. DARBISHIRE. 


Mr. Sarinel Dunkinfield Darbishire, formerly a solicitor 
& Manchester, died at his residence, Pendyffryn, near Con- 
( hire, in the 74th year of his age. Mr. 

is} been in 


by n practice at Manchester for many 
d at one time been solicitor to the Lancashire 

€ Railway Company. After his retirement 
from business, he purchased an estate in Carnarvonshire, 





year served the office of high sheriff of that 








county. He had been President of the Manchester New 
College for several years. He was a magistrate for the 
Conway division, and was also.a Deputy Lieutenant of 
Carnarvonshire. 








COURT PAPERS. 


BRECON ELECTION PETITION. 

Overton and another, Petitioners; Holford, M.P., Re- 

spondent. 

An election petition from Brecon was filed at the rule 
office on Friday last. It contains the usual allegations of 
bribery, treating, and undue influence, in addition to that 
of “ having engaged at the election as canvassers or agents 
for the management or other purposes of the said election, 
certain persons, who had within seven years previous to such 
engagement, been fined or reported guilty of corrupt prac- 
tices, by a competent legal tribunal.’ The seat is not 
prayed for. 

Agents for the petitioners, Mr. Wm. Graves, Brecon; 
Messrs. Wyatt & Hoskins, Parliament-st, S.W. 

Agents for respondent, Messrs. Carlisle & Ordell, 8, New- 
square, Lincoln’s-inn. 





NORWICH ELECTION PETITION. 
Agents for respondent, Messrs. Flux & Leadbitter, 
Leadenhall-street, E.C. 
Mr. Justice Byles has appointed Tuesday, the 13th 
September, for the trial of this petition. 








Mr. Edward Foss, F.S.A., J.P. of Kent and Surrey, and 
author of “Lives of the Judges,’’ died at Addiscombe on the 
27th of July, in his eighty-second year. 

We are not disposed to join with Ministers in deploring the 
abandonment of the Judicial Committee Bill, to which Mr. 
Bruce reluctantly consented on Mondiy night, in the face of a 
strong adverse minority, that threatened in successive divisions 
to grow in to a majority. The Home Secretary assured the 
House of Commcns—“ That the Government had brought in 
the bill really with an honest desire to provide for a state 
of things which they believed to be a most crying evil.” 
We need not doubt the honesty of Lord Hatherley, but we are 
quite sure that neither he nor his collergues have measured the 
extent of the evil that is apparent to all, nor have they yet under- 
stood the character of the needful remedy. The Dill that has 
been abandoned was only a small instalment of a comprehensive 
scheme of legal reform, which we were promised at the opening 
of the session; the other portions of the scheme met with an 
earlier fate; and it was absurdly purposeless to push on such a 
piecemeal fraction of legislation in the second weck of August. 
Not that even the preservation of the original plan of judicial 
reorganisation introduced by the Lord Chancellor would have 
been satisfactory. ‘The parts hung badly together, the ideas on 
which they rested were imperfectly pursued or timidly surren- 
dered, and perhaps the performance of the ministerial promises 
of legal reform in the fashion of which the abandoned bills 
have given us a specimen would have resulted in making 
worse confounded the existing confusion of the Courts of Law. 
If the task is to be taken up again next year, as it certainly 
must be, another spirit of treatment must be shown. There 
must be a clearer purpose more logically followed up, and the 
resistance of legal Conservatism must be energetically beaten 
down.—Leonomist. 

LAWYERS IN Evropr.—Recent statistics develop some facts 
of interest with regard to the number of lawyers in differens 
European countries, and their ratio to the population at large. 
For example, we learn that in England there is one lawyer to 
every 1,240 of the population; in Irance, one for every 1,970; 
in Belgium, one for every 2,700; and in Prussia, one for 
every 12,000 only. Another curious fact is, that in England 
the number of persons belonging to each of the dillerent pro- 
fessions is nearly the same. ‘Thus, there are 34,970 lawyers, 
35,483 clergymen, and 35,995 physicians, In Prussia, on the 
other hand, there ave 4,809 physicians to only 1,562 lawyers. 

Contymr’t or Count.—While Thad. Stevens was a young 
lawyer, he once had a case before a bad-tempered judgo of an 
obscure Pennaylyania court. Under what he considered a very 
erroneous ruling, it was decided against him; whereupon he 
threw down his books and picked up his hat in a high state of 
indignation, and was about to leave the court-room, scattering 
imprecations all around him, ‘The judge straitenod himself to 


his full height, assumed an air of offended majesty, and asked 
Thad. if he meant to “express his contempt for thia court.’”’ 
Thad, turned to him very deferentially, mado a respectful bow, 
“ Kapress my contompt for this court ! 
Lam trying to conceal it, your Honour;” adding, a8 
d hard to do it.” 


in feigned amazement. 
No, sir! 
he turned to leave, “but T find it d 








— 





Aug. 20, 1870. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & 


REPORTER. 859 











———_ 


PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 
- Last Quotation, Aug. 19, 1370. 
From the Official List of the actual business transactet:} 
nt. Consols, 91% Annuities, April, 785 
ihtto = Account, Sept. 7, 92 Do. (Red Sea T.) Ang. 1908 
3 per Cent. Reduced 92 Ex Bills, £1000, — per Ct. 5 pm 
New 3 per Cont., 92 Ditto, £500, Dy —5 pm 
Do. 34 per Cent., Jan, ’94 Nitto, £100 & £200,— 5pm 
Do. 24 per Cont., Jan. "94 Bank of England Stock, 44 per 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. "72 Ct. (last half-year) 234 
Annuities, Jan. "80 — Ditto for Account, 
INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 
(ndia Stk., 103 p Ct.Apr.'74, 205 Ind, Enf. Pr., 5 pC., Jan.’72 196 
Ditto for Account Ditto, 5} per Cent., May,’79 1094 
Ditto Sper Cent.,July, "80 111 Ditto Debentures, per Cent., 
Ditto for Account, — 2 April,’64— 
Ditto 4 per Ceat., Oct. '88 100% Do. Do ,5 per Cent., Aug. '73 104 
Ditto, ditto, Certificates, — Do. Bonds, 4 per Ct., £1000 24 pm 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr., sper Cent.93 | Ditto, ditto, under £1000, 24 pm 


RAILWAY STOCK. 





\Pnid, | Closing prices 


100 


Shires, 
Bristol and Exeter... 
Caledonian. ....0rcocce rec ceocceccoees 
Glasgow and South-Western ,,, 
Great Eastern Ordinary Stock ,, 
Do., East Anglian Stock, No. 2 
Great Northern ... 
D0., A SEOGR® icc rcecrsceees — 
Great Southern and Western of Ireland 
Great Western—Original .......cccc0-ccceeses! 
Lancashire and Yorkshire ........... , 
| London, Brighton, and South Coast..... 
Lordon, Chatham, and Dover 
| Loadon aud North-Western, 
| London and South-Western ,., 
| Mauchester, Shetfield, aud Lincoln 
1 MOSTODONSAT, co ccacessreccevetesecesccnee 
SNE” csvhinatendithanecndteaheck + 
Do., Biriningham and Derby 
North British .... oceeese 
North Loudon .,...... 
North Staffordshiro. 
South Devon weesee..eee 
| South-Eastern 
Tatl Vale..ccccceee 


Railways. 
Stock 85 
Stock 7 

Stock | 
Stock 

Stock 

Ssock | 
Stock | 
Btock | 
Siock | 


sneee 


46 
69 
170 


* Areccives no dividend until 6 per cont, bas been paid to B, 


INSURANCE COMPANIES. 





Price 
per 
share. 


Dividend 
per ayrum Names. | Shares. 


—_- -——_ 


No, of 


shares Paid. 





£ 
100 
100 


one 50 


Clerical, Med. & Gen. Life 
County 
Eagle oe 
Equity and Law ws =:100 
English & Scot. Law Life 50 
Equitable Reversionary... 405 
0. New... ° 50 
Gresham Life ,,, vee 20 
Guardian ,.. oe wa; 200 
Home & Col. Ass,, Limtd. 50 
Imperial Life... é 100 
Law Fire... ase eve} 100 
Law Lite ... of ee! 100 
Law Union se pe Wu 
Si lis Gd po) Legal & General Life .., 50 
42128 6d pe} London & Provincial Law 90 
26 per cent} North Brit. & Mereantie 59 
124 & bus) Provident Lite... aw. 100 
20 per cen.| Royal Exchange... oe | Stock 


4 pe & bs 
40 pe & bs 
15 pe & bs 
722s Ga pe 
il 2s 6d pe 
5per cent 
} 5 per cent 
5& 3pshb 
Sper cent 
5 per cent 
10 per cent 
12 percent 
324 pr cent 
WW per cent 


on one oe 


rr . 





CSC&ehOCOEGEEaSS Sooucean™ 











Money Marker Ann Crry Inrsunta xcs. 

On Thursday the directors of the Bank of Buglaud made a 
furtherreduction in tho rate of discount from 5} per cent. to &} ; 
and this change fairly indicates the continuing tendency towards a 

dual restoration of the normal! state of things in the m irkets, 
both for money and securities. Since this operation the fur ys 
have continued to show increasing firmnoss; and tho aproye- 
ment in railway shares and other like securities hag boon very 
marked, f ‘ 


BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEAL Ii3. 
BIRTUS, 


Brstny—On Aug. 16, at 4, Relgrave Villas, Brixton, the wite 
of Rdward T. ), Bosley, barrister, of a daughter, 





GiptEy—On Aug. 11, at Exeter, the wife of Bartholomew C. 
Gidley, Esq., solicitor, of a daughter. 

Munton—On Aug. 15, at 21, Montague-street, Russell-square, 
London, the wife of Francis K. Munton, Esq., solicitor, of a 


. son. 
Watters—On Aug. 11, at Ewell, Surrey, the wife of William 
Melmoth Walters, Esq., of Lincoln’s-inn, of a daughter. 


MARRIAGES. 

BerGin—Pincuinc—On Aug. 16, at Milton-next-Gravesend, 
Thos. Fleming Bergin, Esq., solicitor, Dublin, to Marion 
Fanny, eldest daughter of C. T. Pinching, Esq. 

BusH—BEDpDoE—On Aug. 17, at St. Augustine’s Church, Bris- 
tol, John Bush, Esq., solicitor, Bristol, to Alice Eliza Ann, 
only child of Henry Beddoe, Esq., solicitor, Bristol. 

Ex.iorr—TEeNNENT—On Aug. 11, at St. Simon’s Church, 
Southsea, Sutton John Elliott, Esq., solicitor, Portsmouth, to 
Christian Rainy, second daughter of the late Robert Ten- 
nent Esq., of Well Park, Glasgow. 

Harrison—Harrison—On Aug. 17, at Christ Church, Lan- 
caster-gate, Frederic Harrison, of Lincoln’s-inn, barrister-at- 
law, to Ethel Bertha, only daughter of William Harrison, 
of Craven-hill-gardens. 

PurceLL—Pvucin—On Aug. 16, at St. Augustine’s, Ramsgate, 
Henry Francis Purcell, Esq., barrister-at-law, of the Norfolk 
Circuit, to Margaret, youngest daughter of the late Augustus 
Welby Pugin, Esq., of The Grange, Ramsgate. 

DEATHS. 

WitiramMs—On Aug. 14, at The College, Shrewsbury, John 
Price Williams, Esq., of the Middle Temple, barrister-at-law, 
aged 56. 





LON DON GAZETTES. 


THinding up of Joint-Stock Companies. 
Fawwar, Aug. 12, 1870. 
UNLIMITED IN CHANnceRY. , 

Beddgelert Railway Company.—Creditors are required, on or before Oor 
1, tosend their names and add-vesses, and the particulars of thei, 
debts or claims, to George Augustus Cape, of 8, Old Jewry. Nor. ¥ 
. 2, is appointed for hearing anJ adjudicating upon the debts and 
claims, 

Langharne Railway Company. — Vice-Chancellor Bacon has, by an order 
dated Aug. 5, appointed William Hopkins Holyland, of 13, Gresham- 
street, to be official liquidator. Creditors are required, on or before 
Oct. 1, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to the above. Wednesday, Nov. 16, at 12, is ap- 
pointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the dedts and claims, 


Lrrrep tn Ca ncery. 

Lones’s Patent Steel Coated Iron Company (Limited).—Petition for 
winding up, presented July 29, directed to be heard before Vice-Chan- 
cellor Bacon on tha next petition-day. Newman & Co, Corrhiil, for 
Shakespeare. Oldbury, solicitor for the ‘petitioners. 

Mont Cenis Railway Company (Limited).—Vice-Chancellor Malins has, 
by az order dated Aug. 3, ordered that the petition shou'd stand over 
til the first petition-day in Michaelmas Term; and that James At- 
kinson Longridge, of 3, Poet's Corner, Westminster, be appointed 
provisional official liquidator. Harrison & Co, solicitors for the peti- 
tioner. 

One Wine Company (Limited).—Creditors are required, on or before 
Sept 19, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to Henry Brown, of Westminster-chambers, 
Victoria-street, Westminster. Friday, Nov. 4, at 12, is appointed for 
hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims, 

Teignmouth Pier Company (Limited).—Creditors are required, on or 
before Uct. 10, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 
of their debts or claims, to Henry Brown, of 7, Westminster-cham- 
bers, Victoria-street. Friday, Nov. 4, at 12, is appointed for hearing 
and adjudicating upon the debts and claims, 


Tvoespay, Aug. 16, 1876. 
LimireD IN CHANCERY. 

Commercial Indemnity Corporation of Great Britain Cumited).—Viee 

Chancellor Malins has, by an order dated July 1° nen id 

8 Whi ; ies an 2 '.4, appointed David 
Parry, of 3, White Lion-court, ¢ ornhill, to be o “dcial hquidator. Cre 
ditors are required, on or before Oct. 15, «© send their names and 
addresses, and the particulars of theit * lots or claims, to the above. 
Friday, Nov. 4, at 12, is app intel fr .. hearing and adjudicating upon 
the debts and claims. Butt & Sp org-nall Dowgate-hill. 

—_ ——— ee Cone” euction C ympany (1 imited),—Vice-Chan- 
cotlor Malins has, by 80 onder dated Aug. 5, ordered thet the vols 
tary Mig Sw OF “ne above company de contiowed. Darley, John- 
Strect, Sedlord-\ ow and Tilleard & Co, Old Jowry. 


ne 


Hriendip Doccelies DBiessolvev 





Tuespay, Aug. 16, 1870, 
| Essex and Suffolk Friendly Society, !7, Trinity-street, Colchester, Essex. 
Aug. 1. 
| Friendly Society, White Hart Lun, Caldicott, Monmouth. Ang, tl. 


' 
CTicditors under Estates in CPancery. 
Last Day of Preaf. 

} Fray, Ara. 12, 1870, 

| Barnes, Richd, Stoeswell-park-ni, Contractor, 

| Trodwe't, V.C. Matins. Bara, G) eshamesst 

| Boone, John Joseph, Bishopsteiguton, Devon, Gert, Oct 
Whidbdorne & Toger, Teignmouth, 


Oot 15. Barnes ¢ 


1, Boonee 


Soper, V.C. Bacon, 
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———__. 





‘Bramwell, Jas, Royal Exchange-buildings, Metal Broker. Oct 31. 
Protheroe v Price, M.R. : 

Bridge, Wm, Maner-street, Chelsea, Victualler. Oct 22, Bridge v 
Bridge, V.C. Malins. Aston, Edgware-rd. 

Browning, Jas, Upper Whitecross-st, Corn Dealer. Sept 5. Browning v 
Browning, M.R. Lewis & Sons, Wilmington-sq. 

Carr, Matthew, Strand, Wine Merchant. Octl. Carry Carr, V.C. 
Stuart. Godwin & Pickett, King’s Bench-walk, Temple. 

Claxton, Noah, Wending, Norfolk, Farmer. Sept 15. Claxton v Clax- 
ton, V.C. Bacon. Roberts, Leadenhall-st. : 

Eales, Fanny Maria, Upper George-st, Rcyal-hill, Greenwich, Widow. 
Sept 5. Nash v Molton, M.R- Eddell, King-st, Cheapside. 

Evans, Sir De Lacy, Gt Cumberland-pl, Lieutenant-General. Oct 8. 
Wilson v O'Leary, V.C. Bacon. Stephens & Langdale, Bedford-row. 
Forman, Wm Hy, Dorking, Surrey, Esq. Oct 1. Browne v Collins, V.C. 

Stuart. Denby, Frederick’s-pl, Old Jewry. 

Hartley, Stephen, Witney, Oxford. Nov 7. V.C. Bacon. 

Lcrd Howard de Walden and Seaford, Right Hon. Chas Augustus. Oct 
15. Ellis v Lady Howard de Walden, V.C. Malins, Cutler, Bedford- 
square. ° 

Large, Robert, Sheppard, Mildenhall-farm, Wilts, Farmer. Oct 10 
Brown v Large, V.C. Stuart. Cave, Newbury. 

Lovatt, John, jan, Leigh, Stafford, Farmer, Oct 1. Keates v Wilson, 
V.C. Bacon. Flint, Uttoxeter. 

Marshall, Joseph, Cuffle, Southampton, Husbandman. Oct 1. M.R. 
Whittakers & Woolbert, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

McCracken, Alex, Birm, Saddler. Sept 10, McCracken v McCracken, 
¥V.C. Malins. Powell, Birmingham. 

Newton, Saml, Atherton, Lancaster, Esq. Oct 1. Walmsley » Norbury, 
V.C. Malins. Parker, Manchester. 

Sykes, Wm, Hyde pk-pl, Marble Arch, Esq. Oct 1. Sykes » Smith, V.C. 
Bacon. Harrison & Co, Bedford-row. 

West, John Goldie, High-st, Woolwich, Retired Publican. Sept 14. 
Round t Pickett, V.C. Bacon. Hoare, Gt. James-st, Bedford-row. 
Wilkinson, John Slater, Repton, Derby, Esq. Sept 5. Gregory o Wil- 

kinson, V.C. Bacon. Humphreys, King’s Bench-walk. 


Touespay, Aug. 16, 1870. 

Frampton, Harry, Blandford Forum, Dorset, Farmer. Oct 10. Lind- 
say v Frampton, V.C. Stuart. Johns & Trail!, Blandford. 

_e Addison-rd, Kensington, Builder. Oct 31. Rolland v Hart, 

Harvey, Sir Robt John Hart, Crown Point, Norfolk, Bart. Oct 1. Lacey 
v Hill, M.R. Coaks, Norwich. 

Headleand, Wm, North Muskham, Notts, Farmer. Oct 1. Marsh v 
Headiand, VC. Bacon. Foottit, Newark-upon Trent. 

Higgs, Wm, Gloucester, Gent. Oct 1. Shaw ov Higgs, V.C. Bacon. Eyre, 
John-street, Bedford-row. 

Marter, John, South-st, Wandsworth, Gent. Oct 1. Marter » Marter, 
M.P. Fearon & Co,Gt George-st, Westminster. 

Swinburn, Hy, Lower Fore-st, Lambeth, out of business. Oct 15. Swin- 
burn c Swinburn, M.R. Paterson & Co, Bouverie-st, Fleet-st. 

‘Wheeler, Arthur Wellesley, Dorset-st, Baker-st, Saddler. Oct 5. Penn v 
Wheeler, V.C. Bacon. Underwood & Coleman, Holles-st, Cavendish- 
square. 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Viet. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Faipay, Aug. 12, 1870. 

Baker, Eliz Chesshire, Red-hill, Worcester, Spinster. Oct 12. Freer & 
Perry, Stourbridge. 

Chamberlain, Lydia, East Dereham, Norfolk, Widow. Sept 12. Cooper 
& Norgate, Fast Dereham. 

Cockburn, Charlotte Sophia, Gt Linford, Bucks, Widow. Sept 30. 
Rowcliffe, Stegumber, nr Taunton. 

Drake, Ann Margaret, Newington-causeway, Spinster. Sept 30. Hud- 
scn, Fencharch bidgs. 

Harker, Christopher, York, Hotel Keeper. Oct 31. Guy, York. 

Hughes, John, Burghill, Hereford, Farmer. Sept!. Lloyd, Leomins- 
ter. 

Kilby, Geo, Rearsby, Leicester, Gent. Sept 30. Woodcock, Leicester. 

Lambe, John Walcot, Clifton, Bristol, Commander, R.N. Dec 25, 
Barne, Bath. 

‘Lambert, Harriette, Brighton, Sussex, Spinster. Oct 2. Stevens & 
Haselwood, Brighton. 

Milward, John, Scarsdale-ter, Kensington, Esq. Oct 10. Bannister & 
Fache, John-st, Bedford-row. 

Renwick, Adeline, Rochester-sqg, Camden-town. Oct 9. Wilde & Co, 
College-bill. 

Sears, Wm, Fiskerton, Nottingham, Farmer. Sept 24. Martin, Not- 
tingham. 

Tash, Robert, Shipdhama, Norfolk, Farmer. Sept 12. Cooper & Co, 
Last Dereham. 

Vining, Edward, Clifton, Bristol, Corn Merchant. Sept 19. Abell & 
Coleman ,Gloucester. 

Warnes, Scephen, Byiaugh, Norfolk, Gent. Oct 12. Cooper & Co, East 
Dereham. 

Tvespay, Aug. 16, 1870, 

Bulstrode, John, Cumberland-pl, Old Kent-rd, Collector of Parochial 
rates. Novi4. Phillips & Willicombe, Mark-lane. 

Collyer, Bristow, Croydon, Surrey, Brewer. Sept 29 Coverdale & Co, 
Bedford-row. 

ag Jas, Cadishead, Lancaster, Yeoman. Oct 1. Davies & 
Brook. 

Porye, Wm Lindos, Lower Thames-st Fish Salesman. Oct 1. Piesse, 
Old Jewry-chambers. 

Gade, Predk Albert, Highbury-park North, Esq. Oct 1, Sawbridge 
& Wrentmore, Wood-st, Cheapside. 

Garrod, Ann, Streatham-st, Bloomsbury, Widow. Sept 20. Ley & 
Brocklesty, Water-lane, Gt Tower-st. 

Kemp, Abraham, Birm, Gold Plater. Oct 12. Jelf & Goulé, Birm. 

i- mphen, Southport, Lancaster, Innkeeper. Sept 17. Diggles, 
Mandi:. 

Lios4, Jona Wm, Danyralit, Carmarthen, Esq. Oct 1. Price, Lian- 
Cio, 





MacLean, Wm Congreve, Clifton, Bristol. Sept 24. O’Donoghue§ 
Rickards, Bristol. 

Mergez, Lovisa, Berkeley-gardens, Kensington, Baroness, Noy } 
Coverdale & Co, Bedford-row. : 

Middleton, John, Shanklin, Isle of Wight,Gent. Octl. Wild & Bay. 
ber, Ironmonger-lane, Cheapside. 

—_ bend Trowbridge, Wilts. Sept 2. Merriman & Co, Queen-st, 

eapside, 

Roberts, Eliz Brown, Shirley, Southampton, Widow. Oct 10. Green & 
Moberley, Southampton. 

Robinson, Fanny, Widnes, Lancaster, Widow. Oct 1. 
Brook, Warrington. 

Sedgwick, Wm, Hackney-rd, Boot Maker. Qct 17. Harcourt & Mag. 
arthur, Moorgate-st. 

Smith, Joseph, Birstal, York, Yeoman. Oct 15. Scholefield, Batley, 

Swindells, Joseph, Sutton, nr Macclesfield, Silk Throwster. Sept 17, 
Brocklehu & Co, Macclesfield. 

Sykes, Richard, Westella, York, Esq. Octl. Thompson & Cook, King, 
ton-upon-Hull. 

Thompson, Ann Fras, Kingston-upon-Hall, Spinster. Oct 14. Stamp 
& Co, Hull. 

Thorburn, Mary, Doddington, Cambridge, Spinster. Sept l. Wise 
Dawbarn, March. 

Webb, Wm Alfred, St Alban, Hertford, Builder. Oct 1. Blagg & £1. 
wards, St Alban’s. 


. Bankrupts. 
Fripay, Aug. 12, 1870. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Foster, Fredk Stevens, Fore-st, Mangle Manufacturer. Pet Aug 8, 
Pepys. Aug 25 at |. k 
Moss, Fredk Wm, Water-lane, Blackfriars, Farrier. Pet Aug 9. Pepys 
Aug 29 at 1. 
Mundy, John Andrew, Fairclough-st, Back Church-lane, Packing-cagg 
Maker. Pet Aug9. Spring-Rice. Aug 3l atl. 
O'Donoghue, Daniel The, St James’s-st, Pall Mall. Pet Aug 9. Pepys, 
Aug 31 at 12. 
—_ Geo, Cotton-st, Limehouse, Cooper. Pet Aug 6. Pepys. Ang 
5 at 12. 
Winter, Wm, Lower Marsh, Cheesemonger. Pet June 21. Pepys. Aug 
22 at L, 


Davies & 


To Surrender in the Country, 
Blythe, Thos Martin, Arthur Moore, & John Moore, Lpool, Merchants, 
Pet Aug9. Hime. Lpool, Aug 25 at 2. 
Ford, Saml, Lpool, China Dealer. Pet Aug 4. Hime. Lpool, Aug 2 
2 


at 2. 

Hopkins, Thos, Leighton Buzzard, Bedford, Butcher. Pet Aug 5, 
Austin. Luton, Aug 31 at ll. 

Medcalf, Alfd, Romford, Essex, Butcher. Pet Aug 8. Gepp. Chelms- 
ford, Aug23 at. 

Norris, Joseph, Lpool, Gent. Pet Aug 10. Hime. Lpoo!, Aug 26at3, 

Page, Hy, Bath, Accountant. Pet Aug 8. Stone, Bath, Aug 24 at IL 

Reyne, Robt Robinson, Portswood, Hants, Lieut. Pet Aug 6. Thora- 

ike. Southampton, Aug 29 at 12. 

Rudgard, Edwd Wm Rudgard, Lincoln, Maltster. Adj Aug 9. Teed, 
Lincoln, Aug 23 at 11. 

Slater, Arthur, Leeds, Cloth Manufacturer. Pet Aug 9, Marshall, 
Leeds, Aug 26 at lI. 

Spencer, Chas, Sparbrook, Worcester, Tea Dealer. Pet Aug 9. Welford, 
Birm, Aug 23 at 11. 

Tobias, Alex John, Lpool, Cotton Broker. Pet Aug 10. Hime. Lpool, 
Aug 26 at 2. 

Toespay, Aug. 16, 1870. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar, 
To Surrender in London. 
see. Solomon, Petticoat-lane, Grocer. Pet Aug 12. Spring-Rice 
ug 3! at lt. 

Bennett, J. B., Lower-ter, Holland-pk, Notting-hill, Draper. Pet Aug 
9. Pepys. Aug 3} at 11.30. 

Lourie, Julius, late of Fenchurch-st, Merchant. Pet Aug 13. Spring- 
Rice. Sept 6 at |. 

Williams, Jas, St Giles, Camberwell, Clerk in Holy Orders. Pet Aug 13. 
Spring-Rice. Sept8 at 11. 


To Surrender in the Country. 

Atkinson, Hy, Sandhurst, Berks, Officer. Pet Aug 15. Oollins. Read- 
ing, Sept 3 at 11. 

Colledge, Thos Murray, & Matthew Metcalf, North Shields, Northam- 
ae, Ship Chandlers, Pet Aug 10. Mortimer. Newcastle, Aag 
30 at LI. 

Elson, Geo, & John Radford Taylor, Nottingham, Grocers. Pet Aug 12 
Patchitt. Nottingham, Aug 30 at 12, 

Hay, Robt Gibson, Lpool, Ironmonger. Pet Aug 11. Hime. Lpodl, 
Aug 31 at 2. 

Lockwood, Edwd, Batley, York, Colliery Proprietor. Pet Aug 4 (not 5 
as in Gazette of Aug9). Nelson. Dewsbury, Sept | at Iz. 

Nosworthy, Chas Poitier, Lpool, Comm Agent. Pet Aug 11. Hime. 
Lpool, Ang 29 at 2. 

Sherwin, Matthew Hy Wm, Belvedere, Kent, Music Seller. Pet Aug 1% 
Bishop. Greenwich, Aug 29 at 12. 

Wasley, Fras, Waterloo, Lancashire, Music Dealer. Pet Aug 11. Hime, 
Lpool, Aug 30 at 2, 

Williams, Hy, Westbromich, Staffurd, Coalmaster, Pet Aug 8. Wale 
son. Oldbury, Aug 29 at 11. 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED, 
Fatway, Aug, 12, 1970. 
Seam, Edwd Nathan, Waterfleld-ter, Blackheath, no occupatioas 


Dedman, Wm, High-st, Lower Norwood, Builder. Aug 8. 
Weitzel, John Hy, Manor-ter, Oxford-rd, Kilburn, Baker. Aug 8. 
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